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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

The Examiner acknowledges the Applicant's request for priority under 35 USC § 1 19 for 
Application Number 10/849,775 filed 21 May 2004. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 1,6 11 and 12 are objected to the following claims: 
With respect to claims 1 and 11: The addition of the word "type" to an otherwise 
definite expression (e.g. sweep fingerprint sensor) extends the scope of the expression 
so as to render it indefinite. Appropriate clarification and correction is required to 
alleviate the indefiniteness of the language "sweep-type fingerprint sensor". See 
M.P.E.P.§ 2173.05 (b). 

With respect to claims 6 and 12: It is unclear as to what is "it" in the claim. The word 
"it" should be changed to - the fingerprint-sensing surface --. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jarosz 
[US 6,494,380 B2] in view of Lin et al. US 6,360,953 B1 and Nobuo [JP 2000-076412 
A]. 

With respect to claim 1, Jarosz teaches a card device, 1, comprising: 
A substrate having two long sides and two short sides (Figure 1) 
A sweep-type fingerprint sensor, a microelectronic wafer, 5, as a finger 
print sensor integrated in the card, which is embedded into the 
substrate and has an exposed fingerprint-sensing surface (Column 3, 
Lines 17-20 and Figure 1) 
Wherein the sweep-type fingerprint sensor is disposed in a rectangular 
low-stress region having a dimension substantially smaller than or 
equal to 30 mm * 22 mm (Column 1 , Lines 38-39). 

Jarosz fails to explicitly teach the shortest distance from the low-stress 
region to each of the long sides is substantially equal to 2 mm and the shortest 
distance from the low-stress region to each of the short sides is substantially 
equal to 2 mm. 

Lin teaches a smart card with a fingerprint reader, 16 (See Abstract, Col. 
3, Lines 19-56; and Figure 1). Lin teaches different placements of the fingerprint 
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sensor within the smart card (See Col. 4, Lines 2-19 and Figures 2-5; Figure 2 
shows a fingerprint sensor, 22, that is disposed in the lower right quadrant of the 
smart card, 23) 

Nobuo teaches a fingerprint sensor, 2, that is disposed at the corner edge 
of the smart card, 1; See Figure 1). 

In view of Lin's and Nobuo's teachings, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would readily recognize that placement of the fingerprint sensor can be 
anywhere within the card, preferably a corner edge of the card where the user 
can easily place his/her finger and provide optimum reading surface to the 
fingerprint sensor. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to place the 
fingerprint sensor in a position near a corner edge of the smart card in order 
to accommodate the user and further improve operational contact of the 
user's finger with the sensor (Lin et al. Column 4, Lines 10-19). 
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3. Claims 2, 3, 6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Jarosz in view of Lin et al. Nobuo as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Manansala US 6,653,723 B2. 

The teachings of Jarosz, as modified by Lin and Nobuo have been discussed 

above. 

With respect to claims 2, 3, 6 and 8: Jarosz as modified by Lin and Nobuo fails 
to teach: 

Wherein the rectangular low-stress region has the dimension substantially 

smaller than or equal to 22 mm * 22 mm 
Wherein the rectangular low-stress region has the dimension substantially 

smaller than or equal to 22 mm * 14 mm 
Wherein the fingerprint-sensing surface is configures such that a finger 

sweeps across it in a direction, which defines an angle with each of 

the long sides 
Wherein the angle is substantially equal to 0 degrees. 

However, Manansala teaches: 

Wherein the rectangular low-stress region has the dimension substantially 
smaller than or equal to 22 mm * 22 mm (Figure 12A teaches the 
dimensions of the fingerprint sensor as being 14 mm * 4.3 mm; 
Column 8, Lines 45-53) 
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Wherein the rectangular low-stress region has the dimension substantially 
smaller than or equal to 22 mm * 14 mm (Figure 12A teaches the 
dimensions of the fingerprint sensor as being 14 mm * 4.3 mm; 
Column 8, Lines 45-53) 

Wherein the fingerprint-sensing surface is configures such that a finger 
sweeps across it in a direction, which defines an angle with each of 
the long sides (Figure 6 teaches a sweep direction, 612, that is 0 
degrees with the long side of the sensor, 600) 

Wherein the angle is substantially equal to 0 degrees (Figure 6 teaches a 
sweep direction, 612, that is 0 degrees with the long side of the 
sensor, 600). 



Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the dimensions of the fingerprint sensor of Jarosz as modified by Lin and 
Nobuo with the dimensions as taught by Manansala in order to reduce the overall 
size of the sensor (Column 8, Lines 48-49). 

4. Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jarosz in view of Lin et al. and Nobuo as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Ldfberg US 4,582,985. 

The teachings of Jarosz, as modified by Lin and Nobuo have been discussed 

above. 
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With respect to claims 4 and 5: Jarosz ad modified by Lin et al. and Nobuo fails 
to explicitly teach: 

Wherein each of the short sides has a length substantially equal to 56 mm 
Wherein each of the long sides has a length substantially equal to 86 mm. 

However, Ldfberg teaches: 

Wherein each of the short sides has a length substantially equal to 56 mm 
(Column 1, Lines 21-23) 

Wherein each of the long sides has a length substantially equal to 86 mm 
(Column 1, Lines 21-23). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the card device of Jarosz as modified by Lin and Nobuo with the 
dimensions as taught by Ldfberg as those dimensions are an accepted ISO 
standard (Column 1, Lines 19-20). 

5. Claims 7, 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Jarosz in view of Lin et al., Nobuo and Manansala, as applied to claim 6 above, 
and further in view of Chou US 2004/01 7971 8 A1 . 

The teachings of Jarosz, as modified by Lin, Nobuo and Manansala have been 
discussed above. 
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With respect to claim 7: Jarosz as modified by Lin et al, Nobuo and Manansala 
fails to explicitly teach: 

Wherein the angle is substantially equal to 90 degrees. 



However, Chou teaches wherein the angle is substantially equal to 90 
degrees (Figure 2 teaches a fingerprint, 21, sweeping in the 
direction of the arrow, which forms a 90 degree angle with the long 
side of the smart card, 4). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the sweep angle of the card device of Jarosz as modified by Lin, Nobuo, 
Manansala and Chou to provide a sweep angle of 90 degrees, which are all 
natural movements of a finger and is a design choice that would not modify the 
operation of the device. 

With respect to claims 9 and10: Jarosz as modified by Lin et al, Nobuo and 

Manansala fails to explicitly teach: 

Wherein the angle is substantially equal to 45 degrees 

Wherein the angle is substantially equal to that defined by a diagonal of 

the substrate and each of the long sides. 
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Chou teaches wherein the angle is substantially equal to 90 degrees (Figure 2 
teaches a fingerprint, 21, sweeping in the direction of the arrow, which 
forms a 90 degree angle with the long side of the smart card, 4).. 

In view of Manansala and Chou's teachings, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would readily recognize that a sweep angle between 0 and 90 degrees is a 
natural movement of a finger and therefore any angle could be chosen to be the 
sweep angle for the sweep-type fingerprint sensor. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the sweep angle of the card device of Jarosz as modified by Lin, Nobuo, 
Manansala and Chou to provide sweep angles between 0 and 90 degrees, which 
are natural movements of a finger, and further such modifications are a design 
choice that would not modify the operation of the device, and also since it has 
been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the 
art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950). 

6. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jarosz 
in view of Lin et al. and Nobuo. as applied to claiml above, and further in view of 
Tschudi et al. US 6,785,407 B1. 

The teachings of Jarosz, as modified by Lin and Nobuo, have been discussed 

above. 

With respect to claim 11: Jarosz as modified by Lin and Nobuo fails to teach: 
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A groove is formed on the substrate and the sweep-type fingerprint sensor 
is located in the groove. The groove is for guiding a finger to put 
therein and guiding the finger to sweep across the sweep-type 
fingerprint sensor. 

However, Tschudi et al. teaches the card device (Column 1, Line 15) wherein: 
A groove is formed on the substrate (Figure 2), and the sweep-type 
fingerprint sensor is located in the groove (Figure 2, 20). The 
groove is for guiding a finger to put therein and guiding the finger to 
sweep across the sweep-type fingerprint sensor (Column 4, Lines 
43-49). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the card device of Jarosz as modified by Lin and Nobuo with the placement of the 
sweep-type fingerprint sensor in a groove formed on the substrate in order to guide the 
finger, as taught by Tschudi et al. to guide the user's finger movement toward the 
correct direction/placement, thus providing a greater control of the movement of the 
finger and prevent a movement in a direction other than that required (Column 4, Lines 
43-49). 
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7. Claims 12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Jarosz in view of Lin et al., Nobuo and Tschudi et al., as applied to claiml 1 above, 
and further in view of Manansala US 6,653,723 B2. 

The teachings of Jarosz, as modified by Lin, Nobuo, and Tschudi have been 
discussed above. 

With respect to claims 12 and 14: Jarosz in view of Lin et al., Nobuo and 
Tschudi et al. fails to teach: 

Wherein the fingerprint-sensing surface is configured such that the finger 
sweeps across it in a direction, which defines an angle with each of 
the long sides 
Wherein the angle is substantially equal to 0 degrees. 

However, Manansala teaches: 

Wherein the fingerprint-sensing surface is configured such that the finger 

sweeps across it in a direction, which defines an angle with each of 

the long sides (Figure 6 teaches a sweep direction, 612, that is 0 

degrees with the long side of the sensor, 600) 
Wherein the angle is substantially equal to 0 degrees (Figure 6 teaches a 

sweep direction, 612, that is 0 degrees with the long side of the 

sensor, 600). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the invention of Jarosz with the sweep angle as taught by Manansala as a horizontal 
swipe of the finger with respect to each of the long sides is a natural movement for use 
with a sweep-type fingerprint sensor. 



8. Claims 13, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Jarosz in view of Lin et al., Nobuo, Tschudi et al. and Manansala, as applied to 

claim12 above, and further in view of Chou US 2004/0179718 A1. 

The teachings of Jarosz, as modified by Lin, Nobuo, Tschudi and Manansala 
have been discussed above. 

With respect to claims 13, 15 and 16: Jarosz in view of Lin et al., Nobuo, 

Tschudi et al. and Manansala fail to teach: 

Wherein the angle is substantially equal to 90 degrees 

Wherein the angle is substantially equal to 45 degrees 

Wherein the angle is substantially equal to that defined by a diagonal of 

the substrate and each of the long sides. 

However, Chou teaches: 

Wherein the angle is substantially equal to 90 degrees (Figure 2 teaches a 
fingerprint, 21, sweeping in the direction of the arrow, which forms a 
90 degree angle with the long side of the smart card, 4) 
Manansala teaches a sweep angle of 0 degrees while Chou teaches a sweep 
angle of 90 degrees. 
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In view of Manansala and Chou's teachings, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would readily recognize that a sweep angle between 0 and 90 degrees is a 
natural movement of a finger and therefore any angle could be chosen to be the 
sweep angle for the sweep-type fingerprint sensor. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the sweep angle of Manansala with that taught by Chou, as sweep angles 
between 0 and 90 degrees, all natural movements of a finger, are a design 
choice that would not modify the operation of the device, and also since it has 
been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the 
art. In re Japikse 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950). 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kristy A. Haupt whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8545. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:00-3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Lee can be reached on 571-272-2398. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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